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collocation space to permit, among other thtnp. connection of the collocatcrs
telec:cmmunieations equipment to the Companys equipment. It maintains that such
costa are not included as part of RS Means calculations of tne cost of constructing
single-tenant central offices.

Thera are addltiona. incremantal costs associated with a multipl..tenant central
off'a facility tnat are not incurred in a single-tenant central office. The differences
between I sin;le·tanant and multiple-tanant environment incluete the neea for regular
and emergency ingress/egra.s for secondary tenants, the need to secure a,..s. to
which collocators dO not have ac:c:e'l, and the need for a proJ'er ventilation
environment for each collocation space designed to acccmmadate tne particular
cotloc:ators equipmenl

Finally, the COBO charge allo covers the cost of such items .s engi".."ing,
mec:hanic.l and electrical 'NO"- specific to accommodating the collocator's particular
telec:ammunication. equipment ;n Its tranamiuion node. including lighting in the
specific colloClltion araa, dedicated power receptacles, actditionel fira alarm coverage if
reqUired, and construction of a security separation between the collocation speca and
Ameritech equipment. The Company assertl that it il entitled to recoup the..
additional costs.

Arneritech Illinois structured it COfJO charge on a nan-recurring basis, in light of
tn. fact that e.ch new collocator nas uniqye eqUipment and spacing requirements WId
that CaBO work is performed with tho.. unique needs in mind. In addition, sinea there
is no guarantee that vacated space will be occypied immediately by a new collocatar,
the Company claims that it is appropriate for it to recover all of its costs up-front.

Ameriteeh illinois chose the costs associated with the 75th percentile of reported
figures because, in comparison to central offices described by RS Means, Ameritectl
says it builds high quality facilities. It also contends that the 75th percentile cests more
approprrately reflect all of the costs associated witt'! the construction of central offices,
including site work, equipment, and arc:hited and engln..r;ng fees. Prajeds
associated with the 25th and 50th percentile do not include all of these costs for ~i~
it should be compensated.

In Company witness Quick's rebuttal testimony, he stated that

"Acc:ording to the '995 version of RS Means Building Construction Cost Data.
the 75th p..centile floor are. construction costs per sq. ft. for telephone eXchange is
S167. . . . Thul. the total investment cost for 100 sq. ft. of net usable space would be
$1S7/sq. ft. time. 200 sq. ft., or $33,400."

The tnird element of the proposed collocation charges is the transmission node
enclosure charge. This charge includes not only the incremental costs of buildIng the
actual collocation cage, but also maintenance, taxes and other recurring casts
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auociatMI with the t,.."smiuian node encIoaurw itself. ~ coati .. i~ted
into a one-tima charge .. an accommodation to customers <,.. than. being ~.rged
on a recurring balis). AmeritKh Illinois says it is willing to accep~ tf'te nik that It mIght
suffer a lOSI on customers who collocate pnysicalty for more than the s.ven-year
period on which the Ch8rga is based.

AT&T a"d Mel

AT&T and Me, ciaim tnat Amerited'\'s collocation pricu are not forward-looking
t>ec:ause they ar. based on its current office deployment - s;ngte-tenant central offices.
it is more likely, that Ameritech has purposely avoided considenn; a hypothetical multi..
tenant office bee-use such a forward-looking perspective would result in lower costs
and lower pricas. They co:"c'ude that its collocation prices al'8 based upon embedded
plant and must be rejected as not forward-looking.

MC~ stated that tn. physical collocation charg.. ~nnot pouibty be sup~rted

by TELRIC data. Th. Company stat~ tn8t re.1 estate in IlUnois simply is not priced so
tnat a space the siZe of an average walk-in ctoset would rent for 1113.g, per month.
This charge is only for the rental of the floor SplICe and dOes not cover the one-time
construction chlltQe. Mel maintains tNt AmeritIlCh il propo5tng to en.,. MW
entrants prices that woutd make a real estate 1gent in Manhattln envious. (Mel exhibit
2.0 at SO).

As to the floor space charge, AT&T and Mel note thet it is based upon 1C-y••r­
eld bYilding cost data. AI Ex. 9.0. at 14. TMy also took i.sue with itl practice of
grossing up the floor space by charging a price for 200 square feat of floor feet when
only a 100 square f••t of space is being provided to the collocator. Mel argues that
Amerit.eh's reasoning for "dOUbling" the amount of floor space from 100 to 200 square
f••t is inappropriate. Or. Ankum stated that "All the modifications that Ameriteen lists
are already included in the 1167 per SQuare foot c:ost identified by RS Means" Dr.
Arlkum further stated that the $167 identifies the totality of all costs for a square foot of
cantral office space, and there is simply no need to s••ch for any additional costs
Where it c:oncems the sQuare fHt occupied by collocators. AT&T and Mel argue that
Ameritech performed no study to support Its grossing-up practice, and contend that its
pradic:e of doubling floor space does not account for the sharing of common space
between the collocator and Ameritech or the collocator and other collocators. They
also contend that eolloc:aters will net nave access to most of the space that is added as
part of tne grolS-Up, and cite as examples storage space and employee facilities.

AT&T and Mel also disputed tne Company's canctulion that the high quality
matenats and construction methods it used to build its central offices support its
selection of the 7Sth percentile -- the highest COlt percentile - and applying it to
building construction cost data. They argue that, other than tne bald as.ertions of its
collocation witness Mr. Quick, Amentech Illinois has put folih no support for this claim.

9)
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Thus, they c:onctude that Amwitech has proyided no re•.", for tn. Commis.ion to
belley. th. its central~ are constructed at a level of quellty 8I'tY different than any
other RBOC'. Genual offices.

AT&T and Mel jointly recommend that Am.titeen lIIinoi.' CO ftoor sPRe c::n.r;e
be based on 100 square f..t of space, and not 200: (Ii) that the CO floor space cnar;e
reflect Medium Cost Central Off'ices; and (iii) that the monthly CO a.paca charge be
recalculated baled on the annual charge factors supported in the testimony of Mel
witness Stancey. (Mel Ex. 3.0P. at 16). Mr. Starkey proposed price ceilings for aU the
physical coUOCIItion etement•. His proposals a~ ineluded in Mel Ex. 3.0P, Attachment
MS (Revised).

As to the COlO enarg., Or. Ankum observed tn8t atl the modlfiC8tions that
Ametitech recovers by this charge already ar. included in the per square foot
investment cost identified by tne Means Guides. (Mel ex. 2.0P at 53-51). Thus. they
contend tnat the COlO charge is superfluous ...a that the Commission should
eUminate it entirely. Th.yatso maintain that the COlO charge is Dased an backward­
looking data bec8use th. st.8tting point for tne COBO charge is cunent sing.....,."t
cantral office. They eof'"lfend tnat the floor space ch.,.. shOUld be based on the
mec:tium cest (50th percentite) figures in 8W'laios Conttrudjon Colt O!!I. They • ..."
that Amemach 1'18. not provided evidenee to suppolt its etaim tn.. its central off.... are
of a nigher quality tnan oth.. FtBOC's and tna' the Commission therefor. hal no bIllis
for utiliZing the hi;"er cost figures. In i1ddition, AT&T and Mel contend tnat the casts
necessary to make collocation sa'e, secure and usabl. (e.;. installation of walll and
doors, locks and keys, additional heating and ventilation. etc.) ar. all included in the
per square foot investment cost identified in JJI.dUlaina Construction Costs O,t•. Finally.
they propose that if the CommiSSion orders a COBO charge. the Commission should
structure the enar;. of a recurring basis, rather than as an up-front one-time charge.
They maintain that a recumng charge mora appropriately would reflect the use that a
collocator rece;"es from collocation space. A non-recurring charge would cause
Ameritech to eam a windfall if a collocator vacates its space eariy, since collocation
spece caM be used by other new entrants or by tne Company once it is vacated. (MCI
Ex 2.2P at 38).

AS to Amentech Illinois' transmiSSion node enclosure charge, AT&T and MCI
urge that it should be recoMstructed. They note tnat the Company's method of
calculating a Net Present Value ("NPV") for the transmission node 'Mclosure is a
matnematical impossibility: the iM,tial Investment is first identified and tnen an NPV
calculation is done that results In a figure nigher than the initial investment. MCI
witMess Starkey ccnyerted Ameriteen's proposed transmission node enclosure charge
Into a more reasonable forward-lcokiMg recurriMg charge. (MCI Ex. 3.0P at '6).

More generally, AT&T and Mel also Motl that Amerit.ch's proposed charges
;Mappropriately iMelude labor time estimates related to space reservations, ordering,
aMd caMcellation charges. Dr. Ankum recommeMded that space reservation and
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serviee-ordermg cMrges be based on one hour of labor time MCt'l, which is
cen.ervltivefy hiGh ..". only the labor time invotYino an AmeritlCh. repre..ntative
being cont-=ted should be inclu~. (Mel Ex. 2.OP at 5". COM~ with t~at
recommendation, Mr. Starkey recalculated the spece reNN.lon and MMce-orcMnng
cherges to arrive at a more r...onabl. estimate of the forward-looking cost related to
t.... tasks. (Mel Ex. 3.0P, Schedule MS-!.t 2).

Position of Staff

Staff concJudedthat Ameritec:h'S collocation costl .ar. excessive. Staff noted
that the proposed rnanthly rental charge is equal to over 110 per square foot per y..r
for the 100 squ•• feet of central office s~ce. Thia compar.. to a maximum rate of
520 per SQuare foot tnat the Stat. of tIlinois pays for j:)fime offices~ in the Chicago
loop. (Staff Ex. 6.01 at 2--3). Staff .,so pointed out that the COSO c:tw;. Is equal to
1259.30 per SQuare foot far the remodeling of '00 squate feet. Staff conduded that it
is Ie•• expensive to build a nospital than to remodel a central offICe for collocation
according to Ameritech. (1st. at 4-5).

Stiff also took issue with ArNritKh witne.s Quick's determination of ;ross
square footage and his conclusion that 200 square fNt of space is required to
provision 100 square foot of collocation spICe. (Staff Ex. 1.02 at 1-9). Staff ...... that
Ameritech is entitled to be campensated fOt (1) .". additional space within the central
office equipment room, including hallway. and corridors. necnsary to provide. 100
square foot cotloeation node and (2) tne costs of proViding the support space uMd to
provide such functions .s heating, air conditioning, paw. and other mechanical
functions. Stilff witness a.-parin, testlfled tn.t, based on his experience, an additional
square footage may be required for support spaces wttic:h is equal to 25%. Therefore,
Staff determIned that an amount equal to 133.33 gross square feet may be appropriate
to support 100 net square feet. (Staff Ex. 6.02 at 8-9). Mr. G••patin opined that a
gross-up of the net square foot figure is an appropriate method to recover these costs.

Staflr proposed that the COSO c:t1arge should not exceed $17.300 for '00 square
feet of space. based on the RS Means data, plus an allocation of shared and common
cests and the residual. (St'" Initial Brief at 142). Staff further propcsed that the
annual square footage charge for rent should not exceed 120 per square foot, plus
shared and common celts and the residual. Also, those charges should be r.duced as
appropriate based on the location in the state.

Commission Analysts and Conclusion

The Commission concJudes that the over.II methodology utilized by Ameriteeh
Illinois to calculat. its c:ollocation prices is reasonabl. and consistent with the TELRIC
methodology set forth in the FCC Order. AlthQugh Ameritee:n minois necessarily bases
its cost on its experiences with sing!. tenant central offices and then refleds the
additional costs associated with pro"iding collocation to a third party in its proposed
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COlO end enctuunI charges, tni. rate deliif' is .....",... .nd reftects the best
preuntty-evaflat*t approxImation of the total fOt'Wft-lOOking costs that Am.itech
IIUnois would ineut If it built a multi-t."."t central off"a today with space a'ready
included and ,.~ for occupeney by particular coltocators.

In determining itl recurring floor space charge, Amet1tech lIlino" retied on per
square foot cosls for centra. office eonstrudian reponed in Nliina CIO""dS'iDo CQII
Q.I!I. fitS Means ~nq Con,tryetion COIt..Ql1! utilizes present COlt information to
estimate the square foot cost of building a te'ephon. exchange in the current year. It
"llmat.s casts N.ed on adual reported COlts incurred by ccntradors that have built
tetephone exchanges during tn. past 10 y."". RS Means then adjultS these figures
annually utilizing CUf'1'Mt cost information where _iCllble. AT&T and Mel's ulUmat.
recommendation is based upon reliance on NSf'na C9aItructjgl COlt QR, which is
what Arnerited'l minois has utilized. Staff nas not obiected to itl use. Moreover, based
on the evidence presented, the Commission findl th* lwildtna Coottrue:tion Colt Cata
provide. a ~r ba.is for approximating the per squ.. foot cost C1f providing floor
space in a single-tenant centra' office.

AT&T end Mel's proposal to compl.taly disallow the gross-up is not supported
by the recerd. By eliminating the grols-up factor, they propel. to prevent Ameritech
tllinois from rllCOvenng a substantial portiot"l of tM forward-lookin; costs tMt it ine&n.
Th. AT&TIMCa proposal would under'compensate Ameritech Illinois and cause it to
subsidize the local service offerings of its campetitors.

The U.8 of a gross floor area figure, rather than a nat usable floor are. figure, is
reasonable and consistent with industry practices. Indeed, the dMa supplied in RS
Means publication calculates COlts based on DB squa.. f••t of building area.
However, RS Means says nothing about the amount of grols space necessary to
support dedication of a DI! space of 100 square f.et to a collocator. Because the
space that Ameriteen lUinois is pricing is a collOCMIOM node that is 100 nAt square feet
in SIze, the only way to utilize tne RS Means' data is to determine th. corresponding
gross square foot space required to fumish 100 QI1 square fHt of ccllocation space.

The other objedions of AT&T, MeJ and Staff are without ment. Ameritec:h
Illinois' calculations are based on experience within the telecommunications industry
and are consistent with prevailing r••1estate standards. Stafr's proposed gross-up is
Inadequat. and not supported by the evidentiary record. Moreover, AT&T and Mel's
argument With resped to access to support space is incorrect. Tne type of support
space that forms the basis of Ameriteeh illinOIS' gross-up is space to which collocators
will have access or which suppol'1 functions necessary for provisioning of collocation
space, and collocato,. benefit from those items. They are alllnt.;ral components of a
central office, such al acc:als halls, service equipment rooms, HVAC rooms, stairs,
81."ators etc. FinaUy, based on the evidence provided by Ametitech Illinois, the
Commission finds that Ameritech Illinois' has appropriately taken into account any
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slW'ed acceu by multiple cottooItors. Wa conclude that Amerttee:n lltinois' proposal to
gro. up the t'oor space by 100 square f••t to account for common and support .raas
is ra.sonabl•.

Nut we tum to Ameritech Illinois' claim that its us. of high ~uallty ~t.ri.'~ a~
construction methods justify pricing floor space baNd upon the 75 percentll. vmich IS

the highest cost percentil. in the Me.ns 8uilding Construction Cost Data guid.. Wa
concJuda th.t there i. an insufficient ba.is for lnis aspect of Amlll1teeh Unnoil' cost
calculation. Ameriteeh Illinois' sole support for this claim is the opinion of its witness,
Mr. Quick. (AI Rebuttal Ex. g, p. , 8). Th.... is no ra.lOn to betiWlte that Al'neritac:h
Illinois' C8nlr.' offices are constructed at a I.val of quality any different than any othar
RIOC's central otncas. The Commission a~s with SUIff, which concluded:
"Reliabl. industry estimates of the cost of construc::ting a new C.O. indicate that this
estim.te is high: (Staff Ex. 6.01, p. 2). When questioned dUring hearing, Mr. Quick
acknowl.dged he had no ba,ls for comparing tna construction quality of Ameriteen
central otncel to tMt of other RIOC central offices and, thertlfo,.., could not condude
that such offices were constructed in a lower Quality manner to that of Ameritech. (Tr.
, 573, 1516). Thus, neither Mr. Quick nor Ameritech n. mede My shWring that
Ameritech's cantr.' ofPIces may property be termed hi.gh coat. W. will ,.quire •
recalculation at the costs based on the more r••onable assumption of the median
square foot charge. published by Means.

The Commission rejects Staffs proposal that the floor space charge be capped
at 520 per square foot per yaar, based on the rent that the Stat. of Illinois pays for
commercial office space in Chicago. As Am.ritech Illinois ha. demonstrated,
commercial off'ice space is substantially difterent and 'e.. expensive than
telecommunications equipment space.

The inteN.nors· and StaWs objections to the COBO charge are generally
WIthout merit. As we stated aarlier In this decision, the general three-part methodology
adopted by Ameritech IIUnois is reasonable. 'Therefora, it is appropriate that Ameritach
Illinois reco".r a separate COBO charge. AT&T and Mel's suggestion that tha type of
costs being recovered through the COBO enarge have afr.ady been recav.r.~

elsewtlere is incorrect. As Amentech Illinois demonstrated, the costs asSOCiated with
the C080 enarg. are thol. incurred by Ament.c:h illinois to accommodate the
collocating customer WIthin its central offices. These costs are in addition 10 and
distInct from the costs of building the central office itself.

Although Staff recognizes that a seperate COBO cnarge is proper, it allo
obfected 10 the amount of the charge. Staffs comparison of the COBO enarge to RS
Means data relating to central office construction and hospital construction is
misplaced. Am.ritech Illinois did not us. Building Construction COil' Pita in
calculatIng its COBO charge because RS Means does not proviCle costing information
for multiple-tenant central offices with collocation space. The modifications to a central
office necessary to accommodate multIple tenants are distind costs to Ameriteeh
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Illinois. Neither AT&T~ Mel nor S18ft hal preaented My eviGence to rebUt the data
utilized to calcul_ the COlO charge. Moreover, tMe Commi..ion rejects SWff's
proposal, that the C080 charg. be capped at $11,300, al unsu~lIdby the record.

AT&T and MCI also object to the COlO cNrQe being non-recuning. This
objection is basad on a fundamental misconception that a subsequent collocater will
be 1Ib1. to use a vacated cotloc:ation space 'without any adcfitional work being performed
on the 'Pice. That is simpty not tn. cas•. EId'1 coIlocator hil. unique equipment Ina
spacn; require",.nts and tne C080 work that is perform_ is tailored to tho•• nMd•.
Moreover, tn.... is no guarantee that a vacated~ will be immediately occupied by
a new caIlOC8tOf'. Amerit.., ItUnoll is not required to let spece sit idly by if there is no
demand for collocation.... In such • ca.., the space may De reconverted for
another us•. To -=ept AT&T and MCI's proposa' that the up-front COSO costs be
recov....d over time would mean that Ameritech Illinois would not be 8«)1. to recover Its
full costs if a coUoc*or vacated its SPlIce too soon.

With respect to the t'Mmislion node endosure, the Commission finds that the
calculation was computed property. Mr. Palmer explained that it included as a
convenience to customer. certain recurring costs aslOCiated~ the enclosur. itself.
We also consider it ~ate to charge on a norwecurring baais. 'MtU. other
recovery metnods for these costs, such as collecting recurring costs on • motdhly
basis, might b. reasonabl. in concept, Ameritech tIIinois' proposed charge reftects the
most convenient recovery method based on the record in this praceeding and is
approved.

The Commission also find, that Ameritech Illinois' charges for space reservation
and ordenng are reasonable and supported by the record. AT&T and Mel nave offered
Iitlle more than conelusory statements that these charges are excessive.

M. Powe, Consumption Charge

Ameritech Illinois imposes a power consumption charge to cov.r coats that the
electric utility imposes, as well as necessary item. such a. back-up batteries and
generators, and the incremental cost for ventilation. It submitted testimony and data
whiCM it claims support the.e figures.

CCI objects to Ameritech Illinois' power consumption charge, claiming that it has
not supported its proposed rates. eel claIms that its rate is unreasonable. According to
eel witness Pence, eel was being cnarged 52.00 per line, per montn for power
consumption in the coUocation space. (CCI Ex. , at 7). Mr. Pence further slated that
tne 52 00 Cl'larga is a calculation and believed that the rate was actually $199 par fuse
amp.

Mr. Pence stated:
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'What I did to Clltcul_ this is I went Nck a"d actually pulled a bill from
Ameriteen and that bill~.. down Nc:h piece part chatgel, and included in ttw1I was
for. digital loop carrier, was 180 times the $7.91. And ~ un....tntng~ talking
with Ameritech that '10 is the rating, the fuse amp ratang on thet equipment t"at
amounts to, I donlt have a calculator nere in front of me, but that digital loop carrier
equipment handles 672 tines.

So, if I tllk. the 180 timn the $7.99 and divide that by 672, you adually get
$2.15 or $2.14, or something like thal" (Tr. 1537,,'538).

Ouring erosI .-minetio" of Amer,tec::h wttness Quick regarding the power
consumption chargel tMt were identif..d and addressed by Mr. Pence, Mr. QU1ck
stated that ne was unaware at the power consumption charg... (Tr. 1616).

In respon.. to the power consumption charges, Amerttech witne.. Palmer
justified tne charg_ by upiainino that the ch.-ge not only indu" power
consumption, but allo inctud.. the cost of ; .....torl, rectifiers, batteries and .ir
conditioning. He further uptai". that, in calculattrtg the pw line charges, eel Ihould
divide the total power costl by the totat circuit capacity available rather than dividing
only by the number of circuits croal-eonneded. (AI Ex. 3.1 at 31-39). Mr. Quick also
discusses the charges for rnecna"ical, elec:tJic:a1 and air conditioning, but related thote
charges to the COBO charge and not the power consumption charge•. (AI Ex. g.O 8t
11 & 23).

Staff pointed out that I'ursuant to Ameritech's power consumption charges, a
new LEe coutd be charged $480.00 per square foot per ye.r for pewer. (Staff Ex. 6.02
at 10). Staff suggested tnat the power consumption charges should be based on usage
and not per-e:ircuit capacity of the equipment located in the c:a;e. (Tr. 211').
Regarding the power consumption charges, Staff proposed that Ameritech should be
directed to recalculate those enarges and either provide iii cost on a I'8r-unit basis,
which is measured for the power consumed, or reduce tn. charge to it square foet
basis, which closely mirrors its adual charge.. {!SU..

Commission Analysi. and Conclusion

We C8N:IUcM tNt· Ameritech Illinois na. failed to justify the level of its pcwer
consumption charge•. We note that when Mr. Palmer analyzed tne power consumption
charges paid by Sprint and AT&T, he concluded that these coml)anles paid a cost
equivalent to about $0.25 per line. (Tr. 504) Thus CCI is paying a price that is eIght
times greater tnan the price other competitive carriers are paying for power. We direct
Amerltee:n Illinois to recalculate the charges along tn. li".1 suggested by Stllff.

On a separate matter, we note the testimony of Mr. Pence regarding enar;e.
assessed by Ameritech Illinois when loops are not available to meet competitors'
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r.....t•. Wa find the record on this mlttar to be insutl'icient to render I decision. We
su..st that eel fila. separate complaint for investigation of this ilsu•.

N.. Common Transport

Position af Ameritech Illinois

In the course of this proc:Hdin;, Ameriteen Illinois proposed to offer tt"trH
interotfice transpon options: 1) decUC8ted intaraffice transport; 2) shared transpen; and
3) Shared Company Transport. As de.cribed by Mr. O'Brien. dedicated transport
provid.. an interoffice transmission f8Ci1ity that i. Cledic.ted to a single provider.
Snared transport provid•• a dedicated transmission facility which two or more carrie,.
agree to shar., with the price paid by each C*rier bei"fil a function of now many
carriers agr.. to share a given facility. Under Shar.d Company Transport, carriers
may obtain shared transpor1 services making usa of dedlC8ted fllCilities shared with the
Company. Una.r this option, I c.nier C3n spedfy My number of trunks up to. total of
23 to be adiyated between Iny two Amefitech Qfftcu. Tho.. carri... can pay for
these facilities based on eith.r II flat monthly ~.ga that is 112.th of II OS1 rata for
.a~ trunk or under a usage-sensitive option.

AmeritKh Illinois contends tn.t t".,.. is no r••1 di~a conc:aming the
adequacy of these options. The re.t dispute in ttl,s proceeding d.... with wt"IettMIr tha
Company is obligated to offer a so-called -common transpan- aption. The Commission
has also reviewed this option in the Checkli,t proceeding, Docket 96-04CM.

Ameritech Illinois takes th. position that common transport is not a netwoft(
element and is therefor. not required to be offer.d as 1'8" of its unbundled local
SWitChing. It says that the common transport option sought by AT&T, Mel, and
WorldCom amo~nts to undifferentiated use of the pubUc switch network where such
transport is not unbundled, is not dedicated to a camer, and like other services, is
comprised of multiple funetionalities.

It claims that the Telecommunications Act defines a network element as "facility
or equipment used to proVide t.lecommunications service. A network element also
Includes features, functions. and capabilities that are provided by such facilities or
equipment. .. fI, (AI Ex. 2.' at 8). It further states that, in order to obtain a "feature,
function or capability' as a nerwork element, the requesting carrier must designate a
discrete facility or equipment in advanee for a period of time. The Company cialms that
this definition requires access to a partIcular faeility or equipment. Amenteen witness
O'Bnen stated:

"It does not support an inter"retation that a requesting carrier can "urehase
undifferentiated access to MeNtork capabilities, without j)Urchasing access to a
particular faeility or equipment used to provide telecommunications service." 1.9.
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Amerited"t l"lnaiS claimS that obtalni,. on demand undiff.."t~atec:t usage of the
functions and ,.,..Ultiel of tN public switched network is the purchase of a service,
not access to a network ...ment. It further states that the FCC noted:

''When interexc:hange carriers purchase unbundled .lements from incumMnts,
they are not purchasing ••change aCCltss serviea. "'ey.e purchasing a different
product, and that product is tn. right to exctusiv. access or use of the enti... element."
Al Ex. 2.' at 9. It cite. 47 C.F.R. ' 51.317 which define. unbundled local transport as
fltransmission faciliti.. dedicateo to • particular customer or carrier, or shared by more
than one customer or cani.~. Ameritech argues that notning in this d8f'inition
cantemplates the common transport options sought by the IXCs.

Ametitech IlUnais further contends that common tranapott, al described by the
lXCs and others in tI"lis proceeding, is not consistent witl"l Section 271 (c)(2)(Y). It claims
that, besad on tnis fu"""ntal premise of the section, local transpan mUlt be
unbundled. from switching or other services. (Id. at 11).

The Company .rgues that common transport a"angements proposed by the
[XCs pose no risk at underutilization of tne network in contrast with the FCC', vitlw of
network elementl a, living purchasers tn. rig'" to exclusive access or use of an entire
e'ement (FCC Order. p61).

Moreover, Amerltec:h Illinois states tne Commission snould continue to defer this
issue to tne FCC and, in the interim, approve its tariffs. \Nhen the FCC resolves this
issue, Amerit.ch will maKe modifications to its tariff, If necessary.

Finally, Ameritec:h disputes the concern of Staff and AT&T that IXCs may have to
constf'\Jd expensive routing tables to send access traffic to new LEe, using the
transpon options. It taikes the position that IXCs route traffic today for popular business
services such as MegaCom, whIch used dedicated connections between a customer
and an IXC. Since access tr81fic can be screened to utilize MegaCom.type services,
the same technology could obviously be used to route access traffic to new LEes.

Position of Staff

Staff contends that common transport is a network element baled on tn. FCC
Order and the Act's definition of a network element. (Staff Ex. 6.0 at 1'). Staff further
pointed out that tne FCC Order requires incumbent LEe. to provide access to
interoffice transmission facilitie., which inclUdes common transport. <!sL. at 12}.
aecause common transport is used in the transmission and provisioning of .ervlce I

Staff contends lhat common transport must be a network element. Staff further argues
that no technical constraints exist which would prevent Ameritech from providing
access to common transport. On the other hand, it argues that there are technical
concerns which may preclude an IXC from using the transport opbons currently offered.
Staff cites to its cross-examination of AT&T witness Sherry, where he testified that
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wner. I ULS previa. purCh.... I trunk port and dedicated transport. the IXC then
must m•• routin; deci.;.on. IS to whether to route 8CrOS. Ameritech accass serviC81
or to the !XC's dedic.ted trwnsport anet aedlaMed tn.n. pan biNd on the di.'. digit. Mr.
S"'-rry claimed that this kind of routing would be similar to th.t pr.scribed for long-term
number portability, and coutd tatee It le.lt two years to implement.

AT&T and Mel

AT&T and Mel state thlt Ameritectt na. failed to provide common transport as a
network element. tt1..eby giving carriers tt'te ability to send traf'nc over trunks with it or
any other carrierI and to be chlrged on a per minute-of-u.. basil for that traffic.

They noted that c:turin; AT&Ts arbitration proceeding with Ameritee:n. Company
witne.s Mlyer specifically stated that "Ameritech'. common transport is, by definition,
shared by all users of the network, a. well al by Ameriteen itself." (AT&T Ex. 7.0 at 3­
14). AT&T." therefore. did not list common transport .. an a.tnr'MOtYed iAUe in tn.
arbitration proceeding. UQ. at , 6-20). In November 1998. al the arbitration proceeding
came to a clos., Ameriled'! reneged on its commitment. USl-'5-20).

AT&T and Mel note that common transport is an e.unti.. networtc element
whiCh is vital to tt1e viability of the Platform. They strell that common trenaport IS
defined by Staff and all Interv.nors is technically feasible. (Tr. '722·'12~). -.it.
*II_ ordered to provide the Platform (consisting of the unbundled loop. the netWOrk
interface device. local switching. shared (i. •.• common) transport ana deGic8ted
transport. signaling and call-related data ba.es, and tandem switching) by the FCC in
its Order and by this Commission in our Whole.ale/Platform Order in Dock-w. 95­
c..S8/9S..oS3. AT&T and MCI stress the importance of the Platform as a market entry
deVice that is preferable to resale b~use it allows a CLEC to differentiate its offerings
from those of AmeritllCh. and to charge rates that are ccmp.titiv8 w'th the IlEe. (AT&T
Ex. 70 at 28).

AT&T and Mel cont.nd that the Company's tran.port proposals violate the Ad
and the FCC Order. . They comment that the FCC Order require. ILECs, including
AmerlteCh, to "provide interoffice transmiSSion faeilities on an unbundled basis to
reQuesting carrier•." (FCC Order ~ 439). Further. tne FCC stated that "sectIon
25' (d)(2)(8) [of the Ad) required incumbent LEes to provide access to shared
Interoffice facilities and dedicated interoffice facilities." (FCC Order 11 ~7). Tne FCC
Order clearly e.plain.d the difference bet'oNeen "e.elusive use" and "shared use" of
network elements, thereby clarifying that shared facilities would encompass common
transport and conclusively established common transport as a network element. FCC
Order 11 258. The FCC rules alse established unbundled snared transport (27 C.F.R.
is' .3' 9(d)(2}(i» and set proxy rates for shared transpo" on I minutes-of-use basis.
§S, .513(4); FCC Order 11822.
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AT.T contends tMt common transport is a network element and identifies the
FCC statement rtprd"'G tnlnsport that stiteS:

"For some "ements e.".e:iaUythe loop, the reque.tin; carrier will purchase
exctusive access to the _.t fOr a specific ~od, such as a monthly balis. Carriers
seeking other e'ements, especiatty Inared facilities such al common tr.napon, are
essentially purchasing acces. to a functionality of the incumbenfs facilities on a
minute-by-minute basis. II (FCC Order 11258; AT&T Ex. 8.1 at 2).

AT&T respanda to Amerit.en's contention that common transport is not a
network element tMIcaU.. it combine, functioNifitie., by ret.encing other unbundled
local switching "ement. that also combine functlon.Uti... AT&T gives uam.ples for
local switching which .'so :nclUde signaling and databases. It further POtnts out
SIgnaling which also require. associated links and signa' transfer points. Furthef,
AT&T cites Section 251 (c)(3) which makes explicit that

"An incumbent local exchllnge carrier iMll provide such unbundled network
elements in a manner that allows request'", eIIrriers to combine such elements in order
to provide such telecommunications service". (ld. at .-5).

AT&T and Mel contend that Amerilech's unbundled loc:al tran.port (·UL'r) tariff
is inconsistent with the FCC Order and tne common understanding of shared transport.
They refer to Amerited'l's shared transport proposals as nothing more than an option to
purchase dedicated transport. First, Ameritech's own tariff states th8t itl "Shared
Carrier" option defines "shared transport" as "dedicated to a group of two or mar.
carriers." Moreover, its "Shared Company" option is nothing more than an option to
purchase dedicated transport down to a OSO level. It will not make available the full
functionality of its transport facilities with a CLEC and CLEC traffic wUl not b. carried
over Its existing, switd'led networ1(. but on dedicated facilities.

They point to the fact that the Indiana and Ohio Commissions already nave
reQuired Ameritech to provide snared/common transport on a per-minute of us. basis
as pal1 of the AT&T/Ameritech Interconnection Agreements. (AT&T Ex. 1.0 at 29).
Further. the Michigan Commission ordered Ameritech to prOVide common transport that
could be shared by both new entrants and Ameritech. (Id.l. The Wisconsin
Commission has also ruled that Ameritecn provide common transport as a network
element (!2- at .9).

AT&T and Mel also listed numerous fiaws and inefficiencies in Amerit.ch's
shared transport proposals. For example. Its proposal. result in the unnecessarily
duplication of facilities. (Mel Ex. 1.0 at 18). Furth." its transport proposals would
cause congestion and a single point of failure for CLEC calls at the tandem switch.
(AT&T Ex. 8.0 at 22-23). Finally, they nate tnat Ameritech's transport praposals are
prohibitively expensive and make a CLECts use of the platform economically
impossible. (Mel Ex. 1.0 at '8; Mel Ex. 2.2P at 49-50). .
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For alt of the.. reaons, AT&T and Mel.,.,. that Ameritee:n should be required
to undertake a cost study for true cammon transport, and to provide common transport
a. I ne~ element on I minute-of-use b.li.. Until the Commis.ion adopt. a
permanent rate for common transport, tl'Mty recommend that the Commis.ion approve
AT&T witness Webber's prapoMd interim of 10.0013-4 per minute of US., based upon
nis analysis of Ameritech's loca' transport and termination TELRIC•.

WondCom

WorfdCom Itatel that the FCC Order uses common transport and shared
transport interchqa.'y and recogniz.s common transport a, • network element
Also, It point. to the FCC Order at 11251 reprding common transport being a netwof1(

element.

WoridCom further indicated that I number at FCC provilion, provide for this
transport option. The Company state. that these include the definition of the ULS to
include all f.ature. and function., including functions integra' to call routing.
WortdCom further contends that, because the ULS provides its purchasers a riiht to
use the switches' call routing instrudionl, it allO must include the right to u.. the
network to which they point. Also, WorldCom state. that the FCC defined the ULS to
indude trunk ports a, a shllf'8d resource of the switch, no diff••nt tnan the SW'itching
matnx itself. (WorfClCom Ex. 1.3 at 14-16). Its wilMa Gillan further pointed out that at
le••t five RBOes offer 21 common transport option which inctude Pacific aell,
Southwestern 8;.11, Ben Atlanti~ sen SOYth, and NYNEX. (}g. at 16).

Commission Analysis Ind Conclusion

w. conch.lde that Ameritee:n IIlin041 II l'8QUirlid by the Ad and the FCC
regulations to J)rovide unbundled local transport to requesting c.Tiers. Unbundling of
local transportlin1eroffice transmission faCilities is required under Section 251 (c)(3),
Ind it is a separlte "competitiv. cheddisf' item und.r Section 271. (47 U.S.C.
§271(c)(2)(B)(v)). The FCC concluded that -incumbent LEes mUlt provide interoffice
transmission facilities on an unbundled basis to requesting carriers." (FCC Order ,
439)

The FCC in its regulations has defined interoffice transmission facilities as
follows.

[I)ncumbent LEC transmilsion facilitie. dliiClteq to I

particular customer or carrier, m: lbarad by more than one
customer or carrier, that provide telecommunications service
between wire centers owned by incumbent LECs or
requesting telecommunications carriers, or between
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switches ~ by incumbent LEes or requesting
teteccmmunications carriers,
(47 C.F.R. I 51.319(d».

Amerit.en Illinois is further required to provide, in addition to exclusive use of
dedicated interoffice transmission facilities. "use of tn. fe.ture., fundions and
capabilities of interoffice transmission facilities sh.,..d by more than one customer or
carrier" and to provide "all technically feasible transmission facilities, f••ures,
functions and capabilities that the requesting telecommunications carrier could use to
provide telecommunicatiOf'ls services." (47 C.F.R. IS1 .319(d)(2»).

A5 is the caR with all network elements. the FCC's regulations provide that an
incumbent LEC ·shall not impose limitations, restrictions, or requirements on requests
for. or the use of, unbundled network etements thllt would impair the ability of •
reque.ting ·telecommunications carrier to offer a telecommunications service in the
manner the requesting telecommunications carrier intends,· (47 C.F.R. § S1.309(a)).

This Commission agree. with WondCom, AT&T, Mel and St'" and finds that
Ameritech Illinois' position on shared transport is inconsistent with the FCC's Order and
with the common understanding of shared transport. and would raiN yet another
barrier to entry by new competitors. The FCC, first of an, plainly contemplated the
provision of common transport by the incumbent local eXchange carriers. Discussin;
its concept of unbundled elements as physical facilities of the network together with the
features, functions, and capabilities associated with those facilities, the FCC observed:

For some elements, especially the loop, the requesting carrier will purchase
exclusive access to th••Iement for a specific period. such as on a monthly basil.
Carriers seeking other elements, especially shilCld flemt;,s such as common transport.
are essentially purchasing access to a functionality of the Incumbent's facilities on a
mlnute-by·minut. basis. (FCC Ord,r , 258).

Moreov.r, in its malt recent Order and Rules on the implem.ntation of the local
competition provisions of the Federal Ad of '996, the FCC clearly identified shared
transport as transmission facilities shared by more than one carrier, including the
Incumbent LEe. (Se., FCC Third Order on Reconsideration at Appendix A, Section
5' .31 9(d)(1 Hii».

The FCC's r.manes correspond to the common understanding of tn. term, and
confirm that shared/common transport is a network element required to be unbundled
to satisfy tne requirements of Section 251 (c)(3).

Ameritech does offer an altemative, but it too is inconsistent with lh. Act,
Ameriteen Illinois has stated two alternatives: its "Shared Company" option and its
"Shared Carrier" option, 80tn of these options amount to nothing more than "anations
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of dedicated tr8NpOrt. First. .. defined in Ameriled'l', tMff, Amentech's Shared
Carrier option define. snared transport as "dediC8ted to a group of two or more
carriers" who, • a group, musl order an ent'r. facility. Under Ameritech'. new "Shlred
Company Transport" offering, a requesting ClEC can purcha.. I 05·1 or '.,.ger trunk
under the lame terms as let forth in Ameritech's original Shared Camer Transport
proposll. In otner wards, the CLEC can purchaSI dedicated transport f8cilities and, if it
choo..s, share thas. fKilit•• with other CLECs. AmeritllCh WOUld allo allow a CLEC
to order up to 23 OS-o level trunks on a DS-1 trunk between two Ameritech end offices.
The OS-o transport facilities would bl dedicated to the ClEC and would have to
terminate at both Inds on dediCllted trunk ports ..paralely purchlsed by the CLEC. If
the ClEC d_ir. more thin 23 such trunkl, it would be required to order a dedicated
Os-, facility. The CLEC would pay for the trunk potts at a fixed monthly rate of 1/24­
of the OS·1 trunk port cI"Iarge for .." activated trunk. The CLEC would also pay for
the tranapo" at either (a) I flit rate per activated trunk equal to 1124111 of the 05-1
monthly rat. at (b) I uaege sensitive rate baaed on minute, of use.

The Commission r."dl thlt Amenteeh', ULT proposal is inconsistent with thl
FCC Order and witn the cammon understanding of snared trlnsport. Tt. Commission
viewl Amerittte:h's new proposal IS simply In option to purc:ha.. dedicated transport
down to a circuit-by-circuit, or 05-0. livel, and not an option to purcnase true shared
transpolt. The Commis.ion not.. that Ameritech witness Gebhardt, Nil described its
modified propoNI as ..~ trlnspcH1 ~i.s It I••• tn-n tn. 05-1 I.~I."

Ameriteen ex. 1.... p. I (em"""1 added). As with its originll ULT proposa'. Atneritech
will not make avanable the full functionality of its transport facilities with a CLEC and
CLEC traffic will not be canied over Ameriteeh's ezisting, switched network, but only by
discret., dedicated facilities.

Moreover, the Commission finds thlt both of Ameritech's UlT offerings sufflr
from se~eral engineering and administration deficiencies. Rath.r thin allowing for the
shared use of existing capacity on in-pllce facilities. Ameritee:n is recommending that
CLEes design. engine.r and build what amount to paranel interoffice networks jUlt to
achieve Interoffice ccnnedion needed to allow for ubiquitous organization and
rermination of their customer.' traffic. The CLEC would allO hive to .ngineer its
networ'K Without the benefit of any histOrical traffic data. The Commission is also
troubled by the fact that Am.meeh's transport proposals would cause congestion and a
Single point of f.tlure for CLEC calls at the tandem switch. Tandlm switenes were not
deSigned to handle this traffic: congestion. (AT&T Ex. 8.0, pp. 22-23). The Commission
further notes that Am.ritech's transport proposals would amount to prohibitively
expensive tr."spor't, milking UHEs an undesjrable entrant plan. A ClEC uling
Ament.ch's version of sh.ed transport to provision the platform would effectively have
to pay for dedicated transport from each Ameritech end office - 265 in Illinois - to
proviSion Its parallel network. (AT&T E.I. 7.0, p. 23).

we .'se conclude that Ament.eh Illinois' politlons, particularty a. exprelled in
its Brief on Exceptions. are inconsiltent With prior Commilsion Orderl, induding our
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dilCUssion t:I the tlWWitinl issu. in Ooctcet 98 AI..QOI (ArDitration Decision in Docket
9& AB-Q06 at 1I). W. not. that in this proceeding AmeritRh Illinois wi...... O'Brien
upreued Amerit8c:h Illinois' commitment to include a transiting f••ture in its End
Office Integration Tariff, which would describe the f.atures. terms end conditions as
we" • prices for the service. (AI Ex. 2.1 at 21). We dired NneritllCh illinois to include
transiting langu. in its compfiance tariff and provide supporting cast studies.

We conclude that -common transport- al used in this proceeding is synonymous
'Ntth what the FCC .Iso refers to a. -shared transport.- """'ing the shared UN of the
incumbentLEC'. interoffice network induding the snared use of the existing routing
instrudions in the switch. Accordingty, we direct Amerltech Ininois to file a tariff and
supporting cast study for common or ·shared" tran_pan in accordance witn our findings
herein. within 45 days of entry of this order.

We snail establish an int.rim raM for sh.... or common transport equivalent to
SO.01304 per minute of use as suvgestea by AT&T witneu W.... A1thawgn we
recognize tnat nil calculation was based on certain common and shared COlt allocation
adjustments wtIich we have not adapted, we ... with Wor1dCom th8t it is ...."tial
tnat Ameriteen Illinois make the shared transport offering available immediatety. We
note tnat a usage sensitive ,..te, as WIIS proposed by Mr. Webber, h•• been specifically
endorsed by the FCC over tn. same objections Amerirac:n flUnoi. nal ra'" ".,..
Finalfy, since Ameritech Illinois has bMn quit. z••lous in resisti,ng the notion of
providing cemmon transport. Mr. Webber's proposed interim rate is tne only rate
C)re.ented in this record.

o . OIlDA Customized Routing

AT&T/Mel

On an issue directly linked to the provision of sh.red transport, AT&T and MCI·
further ceserve that Amelitech should be required to proVide customIzed routing b)'
class of call. including customized routing of OS and OA, as a standard offering, since
the two offerings (shared transport and customized routing) utilize tne identical
technology. They ref.renced Mr. O'Brten's testimony, who indicated that Ameritech
intends to require CLECs to resort to a time consuming, burdensome and cestly BFR
process to obtain customized routing by class of cat! wherl a CLEC orders more tnan
25 line class cades in a switch. (Tr. 1441-42).

They label this qualification as unreasonable, given the fac:t that Amer,tKh
concedes that technology required for customized routing of OS/OA is tne same
tecnnology used when a CLEC sUDscribes to Ameritec:h's version of "shared'/dedicated
transport - the use of line class codes. (Tr. 1'" r 1730-31). They centend that 25 line
class codes rarely. if 8V8r, will be sufficient to accomplish salactive routing of calls to
AT&rs OS/OA platform - one of the primary uses to which AT&T would put custom
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routinG. AT&T's~N' determi". customized routing of 05/004 will require
.proxim.tely 10 line ct... code. per switch. (AT&T Ex. 8.1 at .2).

Position of Amerltech lIIino's

Ameritec:h Illinois ...... that it offers customiZed routing of OSIDA traffic without
requiring a BFR process Where the number of line class cades to be utilized by the
purchaser of ULS does not exceed 25. It futther cantends thal while ATITIMeI argue
thllt 25 line class codes is not an adequate number, they appear to be confusing tne
number of line cia.. cades needed In the context of Ul5 for tn. number needed in the
context of resale, where additionat line ct... codes .,.. nece.sary if a carrier is to
custom route OIlOA tnlffic with • full menu of resold service.. In its Reply Bnef, tM
Company further states that if their position should prove to be correct in the future that
additional line class codes .e needed in the context of ULS, then it will revise upward
the number of line cia•• code. which will be considered part of a standard order where
a purchaser will not have to u.. the IFR pnx:aSI.

Commission Analysis and Conclusion

The Commission rejects Ameritech's propo..' to require CLECs to resort to a
Bona Fide Request (''BFR'') process to obtain customized routing by da.s of call when
a CLEC orders more than 25 line ct••• cod•• in I sw;tch. Thi. would most likely apply
if • carrier wisned to have the OS and OA calls of its customers routed to its own
OS/DA platform.

The FCC's regulations provide that Amelitech is required to provide requesting
earners with "nondiscriminatory access" to "local !¥Atchtng capability: which indudes
"any technically feaSible customized routing functions provided by the switch" (47
C.F R. § 51.319). The FCC stated (at 11 536) that incumbent LEes are required "to the
extent technically f••sible, to provide cystomized routing, which would include such
routing to a competitor's opwBtor Ht'V1C8S or diredotY assistance platform."

AmeMtech has made no effort to demonstrate that it hal provided C\.lstomizea
routing of operator servicesldirectory assistance traffic to the extent such routing is
technically feasible. As noted above, the only limitetion on Ameriteen's obligation to
provide customized routing is technical feasibility. The FCC has requIred RBOCs to
prove technical infeasibility of customized routing "in • p.nicular switcn" and by "cl.ar
and convincing evidenea." (FCC Order 11 , 8; 47 C.F.R. § 51.315(8». TM Commission
recognizes that an ILEe is required to make modlf1atlons to its n.two,.., to
accommodate new entrants and the requirements of competition. (FCC Order 11 202).

For ULS. Ameritech cJarified that its offer to provide customized routing on a
standard basis applies to all purchasers of ULS making normal requests for customized
routing Involving 25 or fewer line class codes. In Instances where the use of more thin
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25 line d_·codeI is requested, ac:cof"dtng to Amer1tKh's propeRI, such requests will
continue to be "~Ied througn the IFR process.

The Commission finds Nmtrited'l's contention of technical inf.asibility highly
Questionable in light of the fad that customized routing of OSIDA traffic is techni.cally
identical to the customized routing inherent in its Shared Carrier Transport and Shared
Company Transport proposals.

Moreover, Ameritech has allo offered no suppol1 for itl planning assumption
that leIS tMn 25 line cl••• codes are required per ULS customer. In fad. the evidence
presented at he.ring indicated that this assumption is fat.. and carriers like AT&T will
require more than 25 line class codel for robust service offetings such as OS/DA.
(AT&T Ex. 1.1, p. 42). AI a result. Ameritecn's custom routing off4lf that is limited to 25
line class codas is essentially equivalent to no standard offe, custom routing at all. The
Commission rejects this limitation.

In itS Brief on Exceptions Atneriteen Illinotl indfcated its intention to prOYide
customized routing of OSIOA traffic an a standardized balis to purchasers of ULS
without a 2S line ctals code restriction.

III. UNBUNDLED LOCAL SWITCHING

ThiS proceeding involve. consideration of Ameritech Illinois' tariff, filed with the
Commission an September 23, 1997. 'Nhile that tariff has been dismissed by
agreement of the parties, an updated version is attached to Mr. O'Brien's teslimony
and. together with that testimony, ferms the basis for the Commission's consideration of
the Company's offering of UNEs; ULS; end office integration; access to poles, conduits,
and rights-of-way; collocation services; unbundled tandem switching; unbundled
dIrectory assistance; unbYndled operator services; access to unbundled Signaling
System 7; access to unbundled 800 database; access to LIDS database; and
unbundled interoffa transport.

Amenteen Illinois' Position

Ameritech llIinoi. poInts out that the Access Charge Reform Order resolve. all
interstate issues with resped to whether incumbent LEes can aecus eel and RIC
charges in connection with ULS. Since the FCC's order became effective on June 17,
1997 the transition period permitting such charges now is ended and Am.rit.en will
comply and will not impose a eCl or RIC ch.rg•.

With respect to which carrier bills and colleds access charge. under its
proposals. Amentech discus~el two different configurations. Under the first, a

109

02/18/98 WED 17:31 (TI/RI NO 5113)



96~86196"()569

Consol.

purcha..r lubscri.. to ULS and "'1M one of its ttne dedlc.ted transport options.
Under this sC8narto, the ULS purcha.. biUI all local switching .net trIInlport rate
tlements to the IXC and retains the revenues. Conlistent with tn. FCC's Access
Charge Reform Order, Ameritech will not biU intersta'e eel and RIC charges and will
not Dill such chargel on a intraltate bIllis either.

Ameritech Illinois contends that different rate treatment should apply if IXCs use
its public switch network (what the IXC's rtlfer to as the "common transport· option) to
ori;lna'e ar terminate the call. ta end users served by a carrier which subscribes ta
UlS. Und. this second configuration, the Company contends that the IXC is
subscribed to its switched access service. Therefore, it contends it 'Mould bill the IXC
for Itand.-d, Feature Graup 0 access charge. for both orll'''';n; and terminating
traffic and wilt not bill the cam. purehasing UlS any ULS chargel in connection with
tnet traffic:. Further, the camer will not bill the IXC at all, since it is not involved in the
transport or tarminatian at the calf.

Ameritec:h Ulinoil argutta that its position on carri. aCC8.. enar;es under tne
second configuration is consistent with the letter and the intent at the AI:L ULS
purcnasers should not De entitled to as.ell access charges where Amaritec:h Illinois,
and not tha ULS purcnaser. In fact provid.s the acee•• service over its facilitie•.
Ameritech argue. that it wa. clearly not the intent of tna Act or the fCC Orst!! to re­
define existing services. Ameritec:h further contanas that the FCC don nat address the
issue of mixing UNEs and services, such as Ntched acces. service. Further, it
argues that WorldCam's position with respect to -Itt.fWd- trunk ports doe. not mlndate
a different approach. Ameritech points out that in the Access Charge Reform Order,
t~e FCC ordered that aU trunk port cests be removed from the local switching element
and become either dedicated or per-minute of-use rate elements associated with tne
access trunk. Accordingly, WorldCom's position that the ULS rate element includes a
share of trunk port casts cannot be eorred on a going-forward basis.

Finally, Amerit.en IIIinoil argue. that the Commission's 'JVholesal. Order did not
decide the specific access charges issues that are being addressed in thil proceeding.
The Company contends that no party had developed a position on what forms of
transport could De associated with the ULS platform in that proceeding, or what tne
access charge implications would be. Accordingly, It is simply wrong to argue tnat the
CommIssion already has resolved tnis Issue.

AT&T and Mel

AT&T and Mel opine that Amaritec:h's ULS off.ring viol.t.s the Act and the FCC
Order because it deprive. CLECs of the use of all featur••, functlonl and capabilities
of the switch, including the right to provide originating and terminating access services
for interstat., Intrastate and 800 calls, and the right to use all function.litle. of the
SWitch without engaging in a laborious Switch Feature Request process, and imposes
excessIve charges for use of the ULS element.

110

02/18/98 WED 17:31 [TX/Rl NO 51131



96-0488196-0569
Consal.

TheY quote from the FCC Order, which stat.1 that a CLEC purchasing the
unbYndted 100000SWitd'ling el.ment "as t". right to maka 1,,1.. at that .'ement to the
rMalmufn edent pol". The FCC Order deft".. ULS to inclUde tlnne-lide and trunj(­

side faciliti•• plus aU '''urel, functions, and capabilities of the lWitch't.(FCC Order V
~12). The FCC dried th. when a CLEC purch.s.s the UlS element, it obtains
aceeu to aU of the above features, functions and cap8bWties on a per line basi•.
(Oed- on Rpnsider!Sion, 1f 11).

AT&T ana Mel further note tnat this Commission (in itl Order in Dcx:ket 95­
CM58I0531 at 65) .Iread)' nal also lHtermined that the UlS purcha.er - and not
Amentech - will provide excNlnge acceu wnen it serves end users.

Contrary to the.e clear FCC and ICC mandates, AT&T and Mel note that
Amerited"l nevertheless hal conditioned the right of a ULS subscriber to provide
exchange access services - unquestionebfy a feature, function or capabmty of the
switch - and receive revenues therefrom upon the AlMritech-impoHd requir8ment that
the ClEC routes the traffic that would use exchange access over a dedicated trunk pert
facility within the local switCh. (AT&T Ex. 15.1 at 27). f)urc:ha.e at this additio"al
dedicated trunk port (or portion thereof) facility is, of course, conveniently part 8nd
parcel of Ameritech'. version of "shared" transport.

The)' summarize that Ameritec:h's position erroneousl)' presumes, however, that
i! is the one authoriZed to determine whether or not the CLEC can provide origin.ting
and terminating access service and receive the associated ac:cess charges. Amefitech
has itself determined that if the CLEC purenases the ULS element and a dedicated
trunk port, the CLEC previd•• the exenange acces. service and collects the revenues
from the IXC. If, however, the CLEC purchases the ULS element, inclUding a line-side
port, a trunk-side port and usage, but does not also purchase a dedicated trunk-side
I)ort and trunk, then Ameritech claims thet ttole switc:tling fundion must be considered
part of its switched access servial, for which Ameritech is entitled to charge the IXC,
regardless of the fad that the call is originated by or terminated to an end user
customer of the CLEC. (Mel EJ:. '.0 at 16-17).

Ameritech theorize. that since the ULS purchaser is not assessed a usage
charge under this scenario, it has no basis for claiming it can provide originating or
termlnallng access service. (AI Ex. 2.0 at 27-28; AT&T Ex.. 8.0 at 8). AT&T and MCI
contend that Ameritech is simply wrong. Ameriteen is not entitled to charge access
charges to IXCs when IXC traffic is originated on or terminated to the ClECts UlS
element. Indnd, sucn a compensation scheme would violate the colt-based pricing
mandates of Section 252(d). (Mel Ex. 1.0 at 15-17; Mel Ex. 2.2P at 4~).

In fact, MCI and AT&T contend that the FCC foreclosed precisely wt1at
Ameritech is trying to do by defining the ULS element to include the "line-side and
trunk-side facilities plUS the features, functions and capabilities of the switch." FCC
Order 114'2 (emphasis added). VVhile both line-side and trunk-side functionalily must
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be avail.'. in order to accomplish the switching function, tM FCC n~re limited the
trunk-Ii. funCtionality tNt II-fe. mult provide • part of the ULS netwark element
only to dedi.... trunk,ott fllCilili•. To the contrwy, in discu"'ng rates for ULS in its
FCC O,*r, the FCC strongly .....ted again,' limiting the ULS network element to a
dedicated trunk port. (FCC Order t 110; AT&T Ex. 8.1 It 21). Moreover, in itl First
Order on Reconsideration, the FCC iN:luded trunk pon, in itS lilt of "raffic sensitive
components 01 the local sWitchIng element." (First Oal!! CWI IltlCQnsictlrltlon.1t 6).

AT&T and Mel observe that Ameritee:n witness O'Brian was forced to concede
tne ablurdity of Ameritech's position on cro•• examiMticn. He admitted that
regardI••• of the fact that the ULS purch...r already has purc:n...d • trunk-side port
and is providing the switching func.tion for I!! calls to and from its end users, Ameritech
still contends it somet"lOw has the rio'" to perform the switching function for and ratain
revenu. from local exchange aeees. _",ice provided for calls Qriginated by and
terminMed to end users of the CLEC unless that ClEC .Iso pUl'Cf'la..s • dedicated
trunk port and CUltom routing.. (Tr. 1373-93).

They cta'm that Mr. 0'8rien alia cancecMd that under itl ULS proposal,
Ameritech would doubje..recgver tne cost of the line port on inters"e calls - once from
the IXC through switched access cnarges and a_in fram tne CLEC through the Ul.S
charge. (Tr. 1396-91). He was forced to admit that Am«itee:n would afso double­
recover the full cost of the trunk port - once from the Cl!C, and again through
switcned access chargel from tXCs for tne origination and termination of both interstate
and intra.tate caUs. (Tr. 1367-69,1374-75; Mel Ex. 2.2P at 52-53).

In sum, AT&T and Mel conclude that Ament.ch may not restrict the services it
offers to UNE purc:hasers, includen; UlS and/or platform purc:haMrs. (FCC Order 11
292), A UlS purchaser is entitled to proviae the SWitchIng function and be
compensated for it, in aU caMS. The ClEC, not Ameritec:h, provide. the lo~1 switching
for eXchange access traffic to originate or terminate calls to or from its customers. and
both the FCC and this Commission explicitly have granted the ULS purd"laser the right
to provide those services and coiled those access enar;es.

AT&T and Mel rebut Am.rltech Illinois' concerns as to the technical feasibility of
providing billing information to CLECs in order for them to bill IXCs for terminating
access under Staff's and Intervenors' definition of common/shared transport. As AT&T
witness Sherry testified on cross examination, It indeed IS technically feaSible for
Amerltec:h to provide informatIon te CLECs en a daily and monthly basis sufficient to
allow ULS subscribers to bill IXCs terminating carrier access charges. In faet. several
RBDes either have agreed voluntarily to or have be.n ordered by state commissions to
provide such information.
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WortdCom wit"... Gillan identifies th,... components of switched access
service: the loop, the local switch, and the transport to and from the Icc.l switch. For
saveral years, the FCC has regarded the loop/local switching and the transport as
separate acceSI components. The v••t majority of acces. charges relate to the us. of
the first group. the loop/local switch that serve the end-user. Th... facilities jointly
provide local seNice and access service. Therefore, the sole source at switching
access seNice ;s the local provider. The switching charges that typically apply are the
local switching, the camer common line charge and the residual interconnedion
charge.

WorldCom objects to Ameritech's assertion that the trun« ports on the local
switch which conned to the interexchange carriers' transport circuits are a feature of
the switch tnat ·C8n be used only by Ameritech, eltabltst'ling AmeritllCh as the provider
of all switched access 18N1~. WorIdCom argues tNt this is contrary to the decisions
of the FCC and the Commission that the purchaser of the local switch obtains every
f••ture, function and capability of the local switch without exception. Wor1dCom
submits that the FCC made clear that the role of access provider was inextricably
linked to the purchase of the local switching netwol1c element. through which the
purchasing oarrier obtains exclusive right to provide aU f••tures, functions and
capabilities of the switching, including switching for exchange access and local
exchange service for that end user.

Mr. Gillan testified that Ameritech's proposal would result in Ameritech retaining
an access monopoly because interexenange carriers are not likely to establish
separate access transport nehNorks simply to access the customer base of new
entrants who would enter the market without a single customer.

Commission Analysis and Conclusion

As an RBOe Ameritech is required to provide local switching unbundled from
local loop facilities and local transport. (~7 U.S.C. § 27' (c)(2)(B)(vi». As an incumbent
LEe. Ameriteeh is required to provide nondiscriminato/)' accels to local SWItching as an
unbundled network element. (47 C.F.R. § 51.3'9(c». The FCC has stated that "a
carner that purchases th. unbundled local switching element \0 serve an end us.r
effectively obtains the exclusive right to prOVIde all 'eatures, functions, and capabilities
of the switch, inclUding switching for eXchange access and local excheng. serviC8.~

(Order On Recan,id'[Jtlan, ~ 11).

Ameritech's proposal for the unbundling of local swi1ching is contained in its
·ULS· offering. This CommiSSIon finds tnat Ameritech's ULS propos.' conflidl with tna
FCC's Order, and with this Commission's Order in the Whol.sale/Platform Cas., in at
least three fundamental respects. First. it impermiisibly r.strids the camer purchasing
ULS from providing service (originating and terminating access) which a purchasing

111

02/15/95 WED 17:31 [TX/Rl NO 51131

! I



96-0486196-056.
Consol.

carrier may provide using the switch. Second. as alrallGy noted abov., it fails to
include the customized routing which is a pa'" (a "f.lIlure" or 'lfundion") of the switch
and to which. purchasing carrier il entitled. Third, it imposes imptQf* chargea on a
purchasing carrier.

As indicatec:l abOve, tne FCC has m" it explicit that the incumbent LEe INIY
not r.strict the services that may be off....d by • purcha..r of unbundled networtt
elements, inciuding the unbundled local switch and t~e platform. (FCC Order' 292).
Thul, consistent with the Act, II purenaser of the unbundled loca' switch must be
permitted to offer originating and terminating access for calli made and received by its
customers. Consequently, the competing CLEC which purchases ULS is entitled to
recoyer originating and tarminating access charges from the int.rexchange carTier in
these circumstances. The FCC stllt.d:

We a.lo note tnat where new entrants purchase acceSI to
.unbundled network elements to provide ucnenoa eccess
services, whether or not tney are .'so offering toll services
through sucn elements, the new entrants may ....IS
axc:nange access Charges to [interexc:hange c.rriars)
originating or terminating toU (3111 on tho.. elements. In
tne.. circumstances, incumbent LEes may not ."'1
exenan". access charges to such (carri..] because the
new entrantl, rather than the incumbents, will be providing
exchange access services, and to allow otherwise would
permit incum08nt lEes to receive campensation in excess
of network costs ,n violation of the pricing standard in
sedion 252(d). (FCC Order, ~ 363, n. 772).

This Commission similarly ruled in the WI'\olesale Case that carriers purcnasing
the switch platform are entitled to provide access and receive the associated r.venues.
(Wholesale Order (June 26, 1996), p. 65). .

Am.rit.ch's plan to retain originating and terminating accesl is in contr.vention
of the Act and the FCC's and thIS Commission's orders. Ament.ch has decided not to
charge the ULS switch purcNIser the appropriate usage charge for originating and
terminating ac:caas traffic, and on ttlat basis it contends it is entitled to retain the access
revenuel. Amaritech'• pOSItIon IS Impermissible. Ameritech cannot, consistent with the
FCC and ICC order Cited above, be permitted simply to forego collection of c::nIt'geS fO(
anginaling and terminating usage under ULS and usa that as an excuse to retain the
access revenues. Rather. use of the SWitch by the purchasing carrier must be
unrestricted and, if that carrier chooses to provide access, it must receive the
corresponding revenues. The chOice is that of the purchasing carrier, not of Amerit.en.

Moreoyer, Ameriteen witness Mr. O'Brien conceded that under its ULS proposal.
Ameriteeh would double recover the cest of lhe line port on interstate calls - once from

114

02/1A/QA WRn 17'~1 fTI/RI Nn S1131



....................__._-....

96-0486/96-0569
Conaot.

the IXCt~ switched ac:cea charge• ."d again from the ClEC through the UlS
d'larv-. (Tr. 13"'91). Mr. O'Brien was also forced to admit that Ameritech would also
double recover the full COlt of the trunk pen - once fram the ClEC, and .inthrougn
switched access en_ge. from IXCs for the origination and termination of both intentate
and intrastate allis. (Tr. 1317-'1, 137••75; MCI Ex. 2.2P, pp. 52-53). The
Commission finds the.. farms of doubte recovery unacceptable.

The Commission also rejects Ameritec:hl s cancerns as to the technical feasibility
of providing billing information to ClECs in order far them to bill IXC. for terminating
a=-sS under Staff and intervenors' definition of ~mon transport. The Commission
agree. with AT&T and Mel th. it is indeed ted1nically f.asibie for AmeritKh to provide
information to ClEC. on a daily and monthly ba.is sutftCient to allow UNE sublClibers
to bill IXCs termineting carrier access chargee. The Commiss\on finds it quite
instructive that many oth. RIOCs have voluntarily agr..d to or have been ordered by
state commissions to provide such information.

In its Brief on Eace,Mtons Am.itech Illinois indicated its intention to abide by the
FCC's Tnird Order on ReconsiclS.retion's flnding on access charge., altnough it intends
to ena"enge tne legality of that Ord...

B. Us..e Developmen' and Implement."on

AT&T/Mel

AT&T and MCI take issue with Amerilech's ULS tariff that proposes an exorbitant
Usage Development and Implementation Charge of $33,661.•1 to be imposed on a
per.switcn per~rrier basis to ead'! UlS subscriber. (AT&T Ex. 8.0 at 18-19). As
AT&T wItness Henson testified, it is highly questionable whether such sunk COlts na"e
any relevance to • forward-looking cost analysis. (AT&T Ex. 1.0 at 66, fn. 72; AT&T
Ex. 8.0 at , 9). Moreover, as Mr. Sherry and WorldCom witness Gillan point out, 73% of
the costs Ameriteen proposes to recover with tne Usage Development and
Implementation Cnarge are costs associated with tnmk billing capability. (AT&T E%.
8.1 at 25; WondCom Ex. 1.2 at , 9). These trunk billing capability costs are costs
connected with the deployment of dedicated trunk ports, wnich is necessary only under
Ameritech's improper interpretation of unbundled shared/dedicatee transport, an
interpretation wt'lid'l violat•• the very letter of tn. FCC Order. As such, tnese costs are
improper. and should be excluded (AT&T Ex. 8.1 at 25; AT&T Ex. 1.2P at 11:
WorldCom Ex. 1.2P at 19).

To the extent the Commission nevertheless deems tne recovery of any of thes8
costs appropriate, AT&T and MCI contend that they should be recovered in a
competitively neutral manner from all network users - including Ameritech, who also
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wilt benefit from the billing and tn.ank ordertng deWfopment civil.. (WortdCom Ex.
1.2 at 19; AT&T Ex. 1.2P at 11; AT&T Ex. 8.0 at 19: AT&T ElL e.' at 24: MCI Ex. 2.2P
.t 27).

Additionally, even If competitively neutral recovery is provided for, the
Commission should review Amerited'l's propos.1 for ......ing or calculating this
Charge on a per-switch per-carrier baSIS to ensure tnat tnere is no over-recovery by
Ameritech of thes8 "one time" costs. a concern Amerltech', current proposal does not
allay, but exacerbates. (AT&T Ex. 8.0 at 20). Mr. O'Brien's .ptanation of Ameritech's
demand estimate proces. give. no indication tnat the Company considered tne
demand associated with AT&T'a request for a platform triat, and simitar requestl to be
anticipated from other CLECs, in setting the level for its proposed Usage Oevelopment
.nd Implementation Charge. (AT&T Ex. 8.1 at 26). Mr. C'lrien, the witness
sponsoring Am.Mtech ULS offering, testified on crOll examination that he was un.war.
that AT&T had ordered the platform in lIIinoi•. (Tr. 1~1~a).

AT&T and MCI observe that Ameriteen's demand estimatas atso neglect to
Include aU switches in its region despite the fKt that it il required by law to provide
UlS in eacn and every one of tnem, .nd neglect to endude it a. a carrier that wUl u..
and benefit from its adiviti8s. (WorldCom Ex.1.1 at 10-11; Staff Ex. ,.02P at 13).

They propose that Ameriteen be required to support this charge with wetl­
documented cost studies, removing the obvious errors noted above. Competitively
neutral cost recovery is recommended. To the extent the Commission agree. that tne.
eharge is appropriate at all. they propose that it snould establish a per-earrier per­
switcn charge somewhere in the range of the Mr. Gillan's corrected calculation of
$33.34 per-<:arrier f:)8r-switch, and Mr. Price's calculation of S1•.2. per-carrier per­
switd'l. (Staff Ex. 1 02P at 12-14). To ensure that the charge is terminated after the
demand estimates have been rseened. a tracking, true-up and refund procedure should
be established so that Ameritech does not overrecover any costs ultimatety approved
by the Commission.

WortdCom

Mr. Gillan testified that tne proposed Billing Establishment Charge of more that
533,000 per ULS switch is dramatically overstated. By uSing more reasonable demand
projections and removing a category of costs that are of Ameritect1's own creahon, thiS
cnarge (if it is retained at all) falls to less than 530 per switch. If condoned in its
present inflated and unjustified form, Am.ritech's proposed Billing Establishment
Charge would create an artificial, yet rllghly effecti"e, barrier to entry. (WorldCom
E.lhibit 1.2 at 2).

Mr, Gillan states further that the charge "is a propolal by Ameritech to impose on
ULS purchasers a one-time charge of $33,668.81 per switch "to r.co"er n) costs to
Identify dIfferent types of calls (interswitch and intraswitch, for Instance), and (2) costs
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